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Congress will have an early o pov-
~tunity to give the Supreme-.

3 '.
EE A

;conversations.

: - Yesterday, the court mdxcated t.hat'

+ the agents now have wida discretion
. to determine when not to-listen, even

though Con ress has declared that react A House committee is starting:. court left standing a

. ;workonthenew bill this week. - -,
. ALTHOUGH ;THE justices’. deci-._.order? ' permitting...“bugging” - ma
‘break into private property to lnsta l .

-agents should minimize their eaves-
droppmg asmuch as possible. "

PR

. Congress.wrote that provision into jsxon dealt only with the 1968 law, its:.

the 1368 wiretapping..law as one
means of trying to limit the invasions
.of privacy when agents: “bug”. can-
verations under court order.

- 40 percent -irfvolved talk about nar-
-cotic operations. - X
" The agents. were. eavesdropps eg
under a.court .order: that- -required |
.them to “minimize the interception””’

-ping “in’ national secunty and

ourt . espionage cases. .

_'some advice on when federal agents .
- should stop hstemng to w:retapped

,- wiretap |ll too, unless Congress de-

‘clear that they abused their eaves-
‘dropgmg authority by listening too

' agents listened to every one of the 334

‘amid a flu
’lhelr return roma two-week recess..

" This year, the lawmakers are con-
sndering adding a similar provision to
a new bill that would control wiretap-

A “‘minimization” clause is in-

. cluded:in the Senate-passed version :-
- of that.bill. Yesterday, Senate-aides
indicated ;that the lawmakers will:
want to study the court’s new deci- -

sion to’'see how, il at all, they m:ght.

‘reasoning could be applied to the new

::lclles to undo or modxfy yesterday S
ing: -

-~:The court said that. even ex en-
enced federal agents might have,

‘trouble deciding - which " calls they
should not monitortotheend. . -

-~ Thus,. the court mdncateci that :

agents would not be found at fault un-
less, on a case-by-case basis, it is

much to calls that involved no cnrm-
‘nal conversation. .- .- . .

The 7-2 decision re Jected an ap eal
by two persons convicted for their
roles ina narcotxcs ring operation in-
the Distri¢t in 1970. Fr R. Scott
and Bernis. L. Thurmon were con-
victed of narcotics charges and sen-
tenced to 10 yearseachinprison. . *-

In monitoring a telephone at‘a
Northwest Washington - apartment,

‘calls made-to-that phone. Only about

.-;,.3'-.

of non-criminal conversations., ..
 THE U.S. COURT of Appeals here
ruled that the agents had not violated
the 1968 ‘law’s” “‘minimization” re-
qmremem. and the Supreme Court
yeste yagreed '
« - The -justices - acted on: that issue
of activity that marked

-+ ruling is the Allan Bakke case on * re-

-The court’ will be holdmg “public|"

‘sessions once a week until they finish
‘ruling on all- remaining pendmg
-cases. Among the cases awaxtm

verse 'discrimination’® against

whites. The court did nouung on that
-caseyesterday. . ‘. .

Among the-. anmnced actxon
werethese,. SRR T »
+* In another wiretap

ing case. th
er court deci-
« sion tha;‘agents who- have- a .court

" or maintain the *‘bugs.
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